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INTEODUCTION TO THE FINAL REPORT 



These tiiree volumes comprise the final report for the first year of an ESEA 
Title HI project in the Trenton Public Schools, ''Building a Comprehensive 
Plamnng Capability through the Use of an Educational-Plannlng-Programming- 
Budgetlng System » '' The acronym for the system being developed is STEP — 
System for Trenton’s Educational Planning. 

The first volume of the report contains information on file baclcground of the 
project and some of the needs and decisions which led to its lmplement 0 .tion. 
Volume I also includes a description of Year 1 Activities and some preliminary 
teaching material on the concepts of PPB in education. The major part of 
Volume I is devoted to a description of fire proposed system, clarification of 
the major concepts and activities in it, and an Introduction to some of the de- 
tailed procedural decisions fiiat will be made in fiie remaining years of file 
project , 

Volume n of file report Is concerned wifii a procedure for setting the 
district-wide goals and objectives that will be used in STEP planning. This 
volume, one of the two speclfl.ed "deliverables" of the performance contract 
between Trenton Public Schools ^d Government Studies mid ^sterns, Inc,, 
contains the analysis of file Trenton Community Opinion Survey, conducted in 
March and April of 1971 , 

The fiiird volume. An Enrollment rorecaster, is the second of file two 
project "deliverables," hi it is described an automated procedure for multi- 
year enrollment forecasting in the Trenton Public Schools. The enrollment 
forecasts generated by tiie forecaster will provide estimates of mrollments in 
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each of the Instructional programs of the district (which are descx-lbed in 
Volume I). Data required to operate the forecaster will be collected in Year 2 
of the project. 



In sum* tins final report refleois a substantf al part of the work performed 
by Government Studies and Systems under contract to Hie Trenton Public Schools 
it does not reflect all the work, because many desi^ activities begun in Year 1 
will not be ready for presentation until Year 2 of the project. We hope that 
those readers only slightly familiar with PPB in education will be enlightened 
by the report, and that the system proposed will. In the jud^nent of the Trenton 
educational community, address ttie felt needs that led to the creation of the 
project. 
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BACKGROUND AND ACTIVITIES OF THE PROJECT 
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BACKGROUND AND ACTIVITIES OF THE PROJECT 



In the spring of 1970, several In f luences coalesced to underscore the need 
for a sophisticated planning system in the Trenton Public Schools, Persons 
within the TPS organization, as well as persons from other civic and educa- 
tional agencies which serve the Trenton community, agreed that, despite the 
many strengths of the district, it lacked a '’comprehensive systems planning 
Instrument for making policy decisions and allocating resources, " that there 
was a need for a "meaningful" approach to involving organizations, parents, 
students, and teachei 'in the making and Implementation of decisions regard- 
ing educational priorities, " mid that there was a need to organize the administra- 
tion of this effort into a well-defined and adequately funded Office of Planning 
within the administration. 

The task force formed to analyze the need mid develop a proposal, which 
consisted of representatives of TPS, the State Department of Education, Model 
Cities and other Community Agencies, as well as consulting firms which spe- 
cialized in educational planning, developed apeciflcations for the kind of system 
the district wanted. To summarize these "specs, " it was decided that the final 
system would provide the Board and Executive Staff with the ability toi 

1, Test the educational Impact of various allocations of resources to 
continuing and new projects; 

2, Develop plans that are directly related to educational activities; 

3, Translate the plans into budgets, strongly supported by realistic 
estimates of the probable educational Impact; and 

4, Plan far enough Into the future (five years) to achieve the program 
continuity needed to cope successfully with the educational problems 
of the district. 
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After considering various approacl^es to these goals, and after reviewing 
the credentials and proposals of possible consultant-contractors, the 

Trenton Public Schools decided to einplQy Government Studies and Systems, Inc^ 
as its system design group. ^Tie staff of GSS had recently completed the design 
and installation of a planning systeiP m nearby Pennsbury, Pa. , and TPS agreed 
that the Pennsbury model (fiPpBS) -^ould provide a reasonable starting point for 
the design of the Trenton Pianmng gysteni, a system that would satisfy the 
specific needs of the TrentoU community. To this end, GSS and TPS entered 
into a guaranteed performative agreeiPQnt, wherein In each of the three years 
of the project, a portion of fJSs payjiient was contingent on the delivery of 
specific system components - with a fully operational system as the Year 3 
target. 

The project was administered yf f pS* Dr. David Welschadle, and a 
steering committee from th# TPS administrative staff. In addition, a Technical 
Task Force was created, composed vf representatives fror TPS, government, 
community agencies, teacher organisations, and other interested persons; the 
mission of the Task Force was to rerl©\v design alternatives and make recom- 
mendations to TPS and desl^ conaultmits. 

The system design activities dufmg the first year were mainly concerned 
with the development of a goal'^setting Procedure, and a multi-year enrollment 
forecaster, to addition, activities peSUn in Year 1 to design the information 
system needed to support STEPj a r®ve:aue forecaster, a cost- and resource- 
requirements forecaster, a project design and evaluation module, and cost- 
benefit decision-making procedures, ^e goal-setting and enrollment fore- 
casting elements are described in Volume II and III of this final report, and the 
other elements are introduced and dieeussed more briefly In Volume I. (The 
Year II final report will include user Procedures and computer programs for all 
the system elements,) 
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In addition to these design activities, GSS also assisted TPS in developing 
community Involvement pi^ocedures, agency participation procedures, and in- 
service training activities. (See Table I-l), 



TABLE I-l. SUMMARY OF GOVERNMENT STUDIES AND SYSTE^K ACTIVITIES 

1. Develop Procedures for Community Involvem.ent 

a. Design model for citizen participation 

b. Design community opinion study 

c. Process and Analyze data from community study 

2. Form an Agency Task Force 

a. Define roles and activities for Technical Task Force 

b. Participate in Task Force meetings 

3. Orient, Brief, and Train Staff 

a. Conduct orientations for Technical Task Force 

b. Conduct training for Central Wflce Staff 

c. Conduct training for Secondary administrators and Dept, chairmen 

d. Conduct training for Elementary administrators 

e. Develop briefing materials for Board of Education 

f . Provide instructional material for the teaching staff 

4. Design System Components 

a. Design Goal-Setting Sub-system 

b. Deslpi Enrollment Forecasting Model and Procedurep 

c. Initiate Revenue-forecaster Desipi 

d. Initiate Cost (Manpower - Resources) Forecaster 

e. Initiate Planning Information System Design 

f. Develop proposed Program Structure, Indicators, Goals, and 
Objectives 

g. Initiate design of Evaluation-Monitoring Sub-system 

h. Initiate design of project design and cost-benefit analysis pro- 
cedures. 



All the objectives specified in the Title III proposal for Year 1 have been 
met - with the exceptions noted in the next paragraph. This success was 
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realized despite a funding delay which postponed the project start from July, 

1970 to November, 1970, 

Those objectives not met relate to orientation for the Board of Education 
and the teaching staff of TPS. Several priority demands on the time of both 
groups severely constrained the opportunities for orientation and training. 

These activities, however, will be re-located into Year 2 of the project, and 
this delay will in no way Impede accomplishing the Year 3 goal. 

Thus, in tile fifteen months tiiat elapsed between the first drafts of tiie 
Title III proposal and this Year I final report, the Trenton Public Schools have 
made dramatic progress toward tiieir ambitious goals. In so doing, they have 
consolidated and exploited research and development activities of PPB projects 
in many other school districts, thereby realizing considerable savings on the 
cost of the project. They are also clearly on the road to providing an exemplary 
model for other school districts in New Jersey and elsewhere. This progress 
has been made despite the observation by Harry Hartley (at a recent conference 
of educational PPPS users) that, "Trying to install PPBS in a school district 
is like trying to change a flat tire on a moving car, " 
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PLANNtNG-PROGRAMMING-BUDGETING SYSTEMS: 

PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS 



ppbsj preliminary concepts 



WHAT PPB IS NOT 

Evan in the short time (about 5-7 years) tiiat PPB=’ has been discussed 
and applied by educators, there have emerged numerous confusions between 
It and other educational limovations. Before wa explain the elements of PPBS, 
we should clarify some things which PPBS is not, 

1. PPBS is not one system or approach. It is a set of concepts — an 
analytical discipline — which can be manifested In thousands of varieties 
of school planning and decision-making. Indeed, some observers 

have noted that there Is a little PPB in every good budget, even if the 
budget-developers never heard tiie term, 

2, PPBS is not a compmerized approach to planning. There is no acti- 
vity required in PPBS which could not be done manually by the planners 
and their staffs. However, thorough PPBS planning requires a great 
deal of data and thousands of calculations, so tiiat ttie computer Is an 
extremely valuable computational and data management aid, (A small 
school district could, conceivably, do PPBS without compviters, but 
the Trenton Public Schools would find it infeasibly cumbersome,) 
Further, a school district, if it is choosing its own computer system, 
should not choose the S 5 ^stem primarily on tiie basis of its PPBS 
requirements. In tiiose ^stricts where computer needs can be satisfled 
with a modest computer configuration, it Is pointless to install a large 
configuration to perform PPB computations - most of which take place 
within about 3-4 weeks of the year, and cmi be run economically by 

a computer service company. 
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3a PPBS is not an information system. An information system, or 

management information system, is used in PPBS, and the better the 
district's information handling capability, the easier to do PPBS. 

Note, however, that PPBS requires only a small portion of the data 
that a district routinely requires to manage and operate Itself. 

4, PPBS is not a management system. PPBS, as we will explain below, 
is a planning concept, not a management approach, PPBS planners 
are not concerned with the day-to-day operation of programs, or the 
week-to-week collection of data, PPBS has a multi-year perspective, 
and generally abstracts from the minutiae of school operation. Of 
course, a district's long-range planning has Important implications 
for its short-term management, but, to repeat, PPBS is not a manage- 
ment system, 

5, PPBS is not an accounting system. Perhaps the greatest confusion 
about PPBS has been its association with novel accounting procedures, 
a confusion that has been somewhat intensified by the participation of 
several major accounting firms in PPBS projects, Accoimting is a 
management-control function, of only marginal Importance to long- 
range planning, PPBS does employ Innovative budget formats and 
cost analyses, and these are facilitated by having a program account- 
ing system, but the coimection is not obligatory. Most districts who 
claim to use PPBS, in fact, have program accounting systems. 

Closely related to this confusion is the belief that PPBS Is merely a 
new way of presenting the budget - in program accounts , rather than 
functional accounts. It is true that one of the Important components 
in PPBS is a program -budget, but PPBS is more concerned with the 
process of developing and evaluating the program budget than with 
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the document Itself. Again, many school districts present their 
budgets in program format, but they do not employ a planning- 
programming-budgeting' system. It is acceptable to use "program- 
budgeting” as a synonym for PPBS, provided one is referring to the 
budgeting process rather than the budget Itself. 

6, PPBS is not just the use of measurable goals and objectives in 
educational planning. Although this is usually a requisite for PPBS, 
a district should not delude itself that having such jOctives is more 
than a part of the program-budgeting process. 

7, PPBS is not a system for cost analysis or cost control. Though PPBS 
planners may employ numerous economic and management science 
techniques to analyze the cost of past and future programs, or, indeed, 
apply certain cost-reducing methods to educational programs, these 
activities are not, in themselves, PPBS, PPBS is concerned with 
cost-utility analysis, the relating of costs to desired outcomes, not 
just costs alone, 

8, PPBS is not a replacement for existing business and accounting 
activities. As we will see below, PPBS serves a function different from 
those of tile business and accounting activities of tiie district. PPBS is 
relatively useless as a means of seeing that purchases are made 
correctly and paid for appropriately! nor can it be used to issue pay- 
roll checks or perform other business fimctions. PPBS gives a dis- 
trict a capability it never had before, but does not necessarily replace 
any existing cluster of activities. 

This inventory of confusions and disclaimers leads us logically to ask 
what PPBS is, how it evolved, and what special needs it serves. 
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PPBS: WHAT IT IS 



A plamiing-programmlng-budgeting-system (PPBS) is a set of procedures 
for strategic planning. In a school district, strategic planni ng is the process 
of deciding on the multi-year goals and objectives of the district, assigning 
priorities to the various goals and objectives, evaluating alternative ways of 
achieving those goals and objectives (each with different costs and probable 
effects), and selecting that course of action which achieves the objectives in 
the least costly way. Thus, PPBS relates what is spent to what is accomplished, 
resource Inputs to educational outputs. The PPBS analyst, once he has developed 
a cost-effective plan, can increase output only by Increasing input (money), and 
he can cut costs only by cutting me ejqDected output of ttie district. In a sense, 
PPBS shows the Board and taxpayers what the community is getting for its 
monies, rather than what it is spending. 

The users of STEP will be investors of the public’s money, rather than 
spenders. Each dollar committed will produce some return — in this case, 
a change on the district’s Indicators of Quality, (Tliose changes of expenditure 
caused by Inflation will, of course, produce no change in return; "inflation" 
may be defined in this way.) Tlie Board moreover, will be able to choose 
among alternative budgets, each with different es^ected return as well as 
different costs. 

The important theme that unites this description is the relationship 
between money and educational effectiveness. The most important difference 
between STEP planing and die many varieties of planning that now exist in 
TPS is diat long-range educational and flnmicial planning will be part of th e 
same process. At present, several factors militate against this unified process: 

1, Educational and financial experts are relatively Ignorant of each other’s 
disciplines and needs, 

19 
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2. Except for some Federal projects, there is no multi -year planning, 

3. There are no specific guals in the district, and no clear criteria for 
evaluating the district or its programs. Thus, both educational and 
financial decisions are "evaluation-proof, " 

4. The current budgeting format — the "Handbook II Chart of Accounts" 
is nearly useless in making resource allocation decisions. 

This last point cannot be overemphasized, J. Alan Thomas makes the 
poin^ succinctly when he says: 



"These categories [the Handbook II accounts] are useful for 
descriptive purposes. However, they do not constitute useful 
breakdowns for the purpose of decision-making, since there 
is no way of relating the various inputs Included in these 
categories to either programs or performance objectives, 
hi fact, they may impede decision-making, by engaging 
boards and administrators in the partially Irrelevant exer- 
cise of examhiing the manner in which resources are allo- 
cated among these categories. From the point of view of the 
school board member or layman who wishes to use fee bud- 
get to Inform him about the manner in which the system is 

allocating its resources, the categories may appear to 

be developed for the purpose of concealing rather than reveal- 
ing information, " 

(J, Alan Thomas, The Productive School, 1971) 

The obscurity of these budget accounts has engendered a peculiar style 
of budget decision-making in Trenton, and other, public schools. As Hartley 
puts iti 



"Local school budgets tend to be prepared in the 'incre- 
mental style, ’ which means feat the primary basis for next 
year's budget is this year's budget. The major difference 
between the two is likely to be only an Increase in each of 




Government Studies and Systems, Report 586-1 



1-9 



the traditional categories of object of expenditure , , . little 
attempt is made to evaluate the various programs, or out- 
puts, which are presumed to be supported by the budget, " 

(Harry Hartley, Educational 
Plmming-Programtng-B udgetlng, 1968) 

There is almost universal accord that the function-item budget format 
now used in the Trenton Public Schools is virtually useless as a planning 
instrument ~ whatever its merits as a cost-accounting system. Indeed, one 
of the most Innovative aspects of STEP is that the determlnatton of the detailed 
function-item budget for the next school year (Year 1 in the five-year plan) Is 
done after all the important educatmnal and fl ianclal decisions are comp leted. 
The operating budget will follow as a necessary consequence of the approved 
plan, instead of the reverse, which is now often the case. 

In order, therefore, to attain a strategic planning capability, TPS will 
require the following elements associated with PlamUng-Programming-Budgeting 
Systems; 

^irst, a system for setting measui’able performe mce goals for the entire 
district ; data about the success of the district in achieving these goals will 
constitute an evaluation of the district's effectiveness. Decisions about where 
and how to Invest the district's resources will be determined by an e3q)llcit 
statement of the goals and their priorities. 

Second, a program structure which divides the district organization int o 
its real ftinctional components — not those described in the current budget 
accounts. These components will be called programs — and be further divided 
into subprograms — — and each program will be responsible for achieving some 
part of the district's objectives, Funther, for planning purposes, moneys will 
be aggregated according to these programs, so that costs can be related to out- 
put on a program by program basis. 
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Third, a cost-benefit, or cost-utility model for making decisions, that Is, 
a formal procedure for evaluating alternative plans before they are approved, 
mid determining which gives tiie desired return at the best price. 

In order to employ these elements of the plamiing system, several 
technological aids are essential: 

an information system to support planning 

an enrollment forecaster 

a revenue forecaster 

a cost a n d resource-requirements forecaster 
an output forecaster 

Requisite Attitudes 

Most descidptlons of PPBS devote little space to the problem of attitude. 

In fact, In order for PPBS to be successful, it is essential that its users agree, 
as least somewhat, with the following statements : 

1, The effects of education are measurable, or, more specifically, 
anything a school district sets out to do deliberately can be measured. 

2, It is possible to separate discussions of educational ends from dis- 
cussions of educational means, 

3, The future, to some degree, can be ’’made to happen’’ the way we 
want it to. 

4, The public is entitled to an explanation of the reasons behind decisions 
by the schools’ policy makers, and, when the public believes the 
reasons are sound, they will support the schools, 

5, Ihe fact that there never seems to be enough money for the schools 
does not mean that the schools cannot be changed or improved. 
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GENERAL DESIGN 



INTRODUCTION 

This section contains a description of the major clusters of activities that 
will occur during the planning cycle. Note that this description presumes that 
the developmental work is completed and the system is refined and installed. 
This description of what the final system includes serves two purposes: 

It explains tiie benefits that are not immediate, since full utilization 
of the system is at least two years away 

It explains the purpose of the various desipi activities that are now 
under way 

In this section, and the one which follows it, v'o will present the overall 
• model in increasingly greater detail; this detailing process will continue during 
the second year of tiie project and terminate in Year 2 with detailed operational 
definitions and user procedures for each aspect of the system, 

STEP; DETAIL LEVEL I 

At the highest level of abstraction the flow of elements in STEP is as 
follows; 

Stage 1 - Assessmmt of current educational costs and benefits , and an 
updating of all those files necessary for operating the compu- 
terized elements in the planning system. The assessment is, 
thus, a collection of current facts, and also current ratios that 
will be used to generate forecasts of the future. 

Stage 2 - The assessment data is fed into the "planning model, " a set of 
computer programs which manipulate the data and produces 
forecasts. 
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stage 3 - The generation of the base case . A five-year forecast of who t the 
school district's costs and benefits will be, if the previous year's 
plan is approved without change for the present planning period. 

Stage 4 - Policy deliberation. The desired levels of school district effec- 
tiveness are reviewed, to set new objectives, priorities, and 
constraints, or to approve those previously developed; tills 
determination involves a community opinlonnalre survey. 

Stage 5 - H any changes are required by the policy deliberation, the next 
stage Is the design of pro jects intended to close the gaps between 
the expected levels of effectiveness in the base case and the 
desired levels; community groups participate in the project 
desi^i activities. 

Stage 6 “ Various combinations of new projects are run through the plan- 
ning model to generate alternative plans, each with a specified 
anticipated cost, level of benefit, and revenue requirements. 

Stage 7 - Alternative plans are considered, and the most cost-beneficial 
plan for achieving the district's objectives Is recommended for 
implementation. 

Stage 8 - That plan which is approved by the Board of Education becomes 

the approved plan, (If the policy deliberation required no changes, 
the base case becomes the final plan, ) The detailed budget 
proposal f or Year 1 of the plan is generated at this point, 

(See Figure I-l), 

STEP: DETAIL LEVEL II 

These broad activities can be imderstood only by describing ^elr components 
In more detail. The paragraphs that follow describe these elements at the 
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Current Year 



Figure 1-1 . Summaiy Flow of the Plamiing Sys 
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conceptual level; operational definitions (and user procedures) will be Intro- 
duced later In this Volume, and detailed In the remainder of the project. 

Annual Assessment 

Strategic planning requires an assessment of the organization’s overall 
behavior and effectiveness. The assessment reports facts which are Important 
to the decision-makers and planners; In effect, the assessment Is an up-dating 
of the planning Information files , which are aggregated at broad levels. Assess- 
ment at the strategic level cannot be expected to do the job of evaluating specific 
projects or students. An analogous process Is the general health examination, 
in which a small set of physiological measures are taken as a broad index of 
soundness, and more detailed and elaborate tests may be required If some of 
the broad measures suggest a problem., The analogy also extends to the fact 
that broad assessments and general physical examinattons are most useful 
when they are periodic and regular; the most importam insights to be gleaned 
from the current assessment are those measures which show a difference - 
either positive, negative, or neutral - from previous assessments. 

Current Levels of Effectiveness 

In the STEP design, effectiveness is measured by a set of 10-15 hidlcators 
of Quality, scales used to describe the product or ou^ut of the school district 
as a whole. Each assessment measures the overall district on those Indicators 
of Quality, Selection of Indicators is a part of the system development process; 
candidate Indicators are recommended and explained in Volume II of this report. 

Current Allocation of Resources 

Current year approved expenditures are reported by program category , 
rattier than line-item account. Within each program, costs are aggregated by 
Salaiy, Non-salary, and Capital Outlay ej^enditures. 
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The desipi of tiie program structure to be used be completed ’uiing 
tile remainder of tiie project. At present the plan Is to aggregate expenditures 
by ''Grade-Level Cluster X School", hi the assessment of resource allocation 
will also be special project expenditures, i,e., certain activities not equivalent 
to one of the programs, but, for special management reasons, having a separate 
accounting system. (Program budgeting is described later In this Volume of 
tile Report.) 

Current Process Measures and Parametric Values 

In addition to tiie Indicators of Quality, several otiier scales are used in the 
system, namely, those scales that describe tiie gener^ relationships among the 
resources and people in tiie district. These process measures serve two 
purposes t 

First, they characterize some process measures of quality, such as 
"experience of teachers ", "space/student", etc. 

Second, they provide tiie relationships needed to compute tiie changing 
costs of the educational programs, such as "class size," "expenditure/ 
student", "administration/instruction salaries ", etc. 

The process measures wTll also be selected during the development of toe 
system , 

Current Enrollment Data 

A special, critical class of process data is tiie enrollment of toe district. 

In STEP, eErollment wiU be reported as number of students /type /program. In 
Trenton, overall enrollments are not ch^ging rapidly, but student types sho^i^ 
ch^ging distributions . 
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Current Revenue Data 



Ricluded also in the assessment is a summary of die revenues currently 
available to the district, by source, ^d, where appropriate, by special purpose. 
The ratio of tibe various sources to each o^er is one of the process variables 
mentioned earlier. The STEP model will forecast Revenues in accord with die 
state's new "Bateman" subsidy program. 

Planning Model 

The planning "model" is a set off formulas and computer programs which 
converts one set of data into anotiier. At diis stage in STEP, die model receives 
the data from the assessment phase, and computes several forecasts, namely, 
enrollment. Indicators, process measures, costs, manpower, and revenues. 

The planning model works on the assumption that certain ratios vaiy at a fixed 
rate (salaries), certain ratios stay the same (staff/student), and otiiers are 
allowed to vary independently (total students) , 

The Enrollment Forecaster 

The Enrollment Forecaster is described in Volume in of this Report. 

hadicator Forecaster 

Because die current state of educational theory has developed no scientific 
notion of how educational activities are related to outcomes, die prediction of 
future levels on die indicators of quality is necessa,illy subjective. Involving a 
small group (4-5) of experienced educators (die Review Group) . 

Cost Forecaste r 

The cost forecaster expands (or contracts) costs as a function of units of 
service (change in enrollment),, or adjusts costs in certain categories as a 
function of inflation factors , 
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Manpower Forecaster 



Assuming constant staff to student ratios, 
ttie needed numbers of staff members, by type 
changes , 



the manpower forecaster projects 
, as a function of enrollment 



Revenue Forecaster 



revenue forecaster projects the effects of enrollment change, subs 
formula, and tax base change on the total revenues available to the district 
assuming no change in tax rate. Certain classes of revenues which do not 
according to predictable rules are estimated subjectively, or assumed to be 
zero (certain non-continuing Federal grants, for instance). 

The 'Base Case" 



The first output of the planning model is called the 'Tsase case": the base 
case is a candidate plan, showing the effects of approving last year's plan, 

making no changes in policy or program. 

The base case is produced in three consecutive versions.- 

1 . The five year implications of enrollment change 

2 . The five year Implications of inflation and enrollment change . 

3 . The five year implications of previously approved projects (not yet 
implemented), and inflation, and enrollment change . 

The base case is a plan - the 'ho ohange"plan. As wlU be shown below, it 

has ae same elements as a new plan, but presumes no significant modification 

of eidsttng programs . 
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Enrollments Over Time 



The base case Includes a prlnt“Out of the expected enrollments over tlmej 
by program and student type , 

Costs /Program Over Time 

The base case shows the cost Implications of the current plan, as a func- 
tion of Inflation and enrollment change . These costs are aggregated by program 
and for flie total district. 

Indicator Measures Over Time 

The estimated effects on the Indioators are printed out for the five year 
period. 



Staff Requirements Ovei* Time 

The base case indicates the number of positions, botii new and exlsttng, 
that will require filling in the five-year period, as a function of both changes in 
overall faculty size and turnover rates , 

Revenue Feasibility Over Time 

For each version of the base case, the anticipated costs are compared to 
anticipated revenues, and flie needed change in tax rate is indicated. 



Gaps 

The levels on the Indicators are compared to the desired levels (developed 
during last year's policy deliberation activities) and the gaps between tiie antici- 
pated wid desired levels are shown. 
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Policy Deliberations 

The ’*pollcles'' deliberated in this phase of ttie process relate only to ttiose 
affecting plamilng. The most significant policy decision is to decide what the 
Indicators of Quality will be, and what desired levels will be pursued by ttie 
orgamzation. Other Important policies relate to limits on the process relations 
and parametric ratios, such as class size, salaries, etc. 

The annual policy deliberation is, in fact, a review of last year's policy 
deliberation, to determine what, if any, changes should be adopted in the policy 
variables. Consequently, tiie planning process, while sustained over a multi- 
year period, is flexible and responsive to ohanpng environments and new 
perspectives - as well as changes in the state-of-the-art of instructional 
practices . 

Goals :^d Objectives 

The choice of Indicators is, in Itself, a determination of possible goals. 

The problem of educational goal-setting is not so much a matter of deciding 
what ends are worthwhile, but, rather, choosing from among the wide range of 
desirable ends tiiose that most characterize the admimstrative philosophy of the 
district. The goals of the district are simply to improve wltii respect to the 
Indicators of Quality; the objectives are to improve some speciflo amount, in a 
specific time period. 

Tlgure 1-2 is an illustration of tiie Indicator-Objective relationship, for the 
Indicator: 'Percent of students reading at or above grade level. " (The numbers 
in tins Illustration are fictitious . ) 

In STEP, an important element of the goal-setting process is an flrmngi 
commimlty suiwey which serves as a sipilflcmit input to the Board and Admin- 
istration. (This process is discussed more extensively in Volume II.) 
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Fi,gure 1-2. Example of Indi,cator-Objective Relationship 



Priorities 



"Priority" is a measure of relative importance among the several objectives 
of tile district. It can be eicpressed in at least three ways.* 

a rough grouping of all objectives into hlgh-j med-, or low-priority 

- a rmiking of all objectives from most to least Important 

a specific weighting of the relative importance of each objective, or of 
the units in each scale (e.g, 1 % decrease in 'Drop-out" is twice as 
desirable as 1% increase in 'D.eadlng at or above grade level") 

Statements of priorities should be more than rhetorical. They must be 
specific and quantified, so that they will influence tiie subsequent resource 
allocation decisions , 

Constraints 

There are two kinds of constraints - formal and informal, Pormal con- 
straints are upper or lower bounds on certain process variables, such as tax- 
rate increase, square feet of construction/yr,, etc. Wherever possible these 
formal constraints should be specified in the policy report, prior to the evalua- 
tion of new plans , 

Informal constraints are those loosely defined feelings about what is or is 
not feasible, mainly political limitations on possible courses of action. Plan- 
ners often discover these constraints after plans have been developed; thus, an 
inventory of constraints develops over tiie years . 

hi general, wMle it is necessaiy to work within constraints, it is miwlse to 
presume the infeaslbllity of certain proposals too readily. Politics is defined 
sometimes as tiie "art of tiie possible, " but tiie effective politician m^es his 
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own possibilities, rattier than yielding to traditional, unchallenged notions 
about what can or cannot be done , 

Deslffl of Project Alternat ive s 

Many school districts undertaking strategio planning for the first time be- 
lieve ttiat the battle is won when goals are agreed upon. In fact, go^-setting Is 
only mid-way ttirough the complete planning process . 

One of the essential notions of systems analysis, of which PPB is a special 
case, is ttiat it is possible to desi^ alternative me ans to any set of goals and 
select rationally that alternative most likely to be effective and economical. 

In STEP, once objectives (todicator gaps) are agreed upon, several project 
deslpi groups are created (or selected from existing groups), most containing 
staff, communi'ty, student memberships, to write proposals for achieving the 
objectives , Any proposed change in the operation of ttie school dis trict is con- 
sldered a ^project’ ’; projects may be additions to the district, deletions from 
the distrlet (negative projects), or replacements (botti a positive and negative 
propose) . 

Project Proposals 

STEP includes a project proposal activily, akin to (ttiou^ less cumbersome 
than) m process of writing grant proposals , After ttie Board publicly announces 
its objectives (gaps ttiat need to be closed), proposal development teams draft 
project designs. Project desipis include ttie following elements: 

Expected impact on aU Indioators 

Proposed activities (including schedule) 

Estimated costs over time 
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Rationale (research or Investigation which supports the belief ttiat tills 
proposal will produce the desired resiilts in the specified time , 

Proposals must cover all costs, activities and outcomes for the five-year 
period - wltii "0" entries for years in which the project is not in effect. 

The developing of proposals is an Important opportunity for community par- 
ticipation; it is quite important, however, tiiat tiie project writing teams realize 
tiiat not all proposals will be approved. For tills reason, the project design re- 
quirements should be no more arduous tiian necessary. 

Peview of Project Proposals 

All proposals are submitted to a Review Group . This group, four or five 
professionals, review the competency of tiie proposals - but do not act on 
them. The concern of tiie review group is to make sure that the cost estimates 
are accurate and complete, tiiat the estimated effects are reasonable, and tiiat 
tile rationale is credible. The review group may require re-writes of certain 
proposals , 

Again, tiie group do not approve proposals; merely ensures tiiat the 
estimates of costs mid effects are believable enough for tiie next stages in tiie 
planning process , 

Re-iteration of Planmng Model 

Depending upon how many proposals are actually submitted, the planners 
next consider tiie implications of approving every possible combination of 
projects, or many possible combinations . Using tiie same planning model v/hlch 
converted assessment data to tiie 'base case", project combinations are fed 
into tile program and costs and outcomes are "added on" to the base case plan. 
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(In the case of negative projects ^ costs and outcomes may be removed from the 
base case.) Tins stage of the process is a simulation of the consequ nces of 
approving alternative plans of action. Each combination of projects generates a 
plan witii as much detail as title **base case", including gaps that remain to be 
closed and indications of revenue feasibility. Sometimes this activity is known 
as tile "What if, , , " stagey it is tiie essence of planning. 

Selection of 'Best Case" 

The task of tiie planners is, now, to judge which of tiie possible alternatives 
(including the "base case") is the "best" course of action. 



STEP allows this selection to be based on quantified criteria of desirability 
in terms of both costs and desired outcomes . 



Cost-Benefit Comparisons 

Each alternative plan is characterized by a unique estimated cost and imlque 
estimated set of outcomes . These outcomes are aggregated as a function of the 
priorities and size of remaining gaps associated with each alternate, so that 
each plan can be described as having a single benefit and single cost. (This 
process can be done informally, or formally, tiirough any of several benefit 
estimating procedures, depending upon tiie willingness of tiie planners to make 
specific statements of personal value and utility.) 



Alternative plans are arrayed, tiieii, in ascending order of cost, as shown 
in Figure 1-3, 



(fii tiie example shown, one alternative involves a large negative project, 
and, tiius, is less costly than &e base case.) 
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(Base case) 

Total Cost of Alternative 



Figure 1-3. Illustratton of Cost-Benefit Comparison 
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In this Jllustratiori, any of tiie plans A-F are within the ma^mum feasible 



cost. Note, though, that Plan E, while less es^enslve than F, has a larger bene- 
fit prediotion and, tiius, is the "best" case. The second best alternative is 
Plan C . 

Feasiblli^ Evaluation 

The best case, or recommended plmi, is finally subject to feasibility review . 
This is a final check on a number of assumptions made earlier in tihe project. 

If, for some political, financial, or other reason the plan is unacceptable, the 
planners may recum to their alternative cases and submit the "second best 
case" (see figure 3), and so fortti. 

In practice it may be necessa^ to reiterate parts of the process, by run- 
ning new project combinations throu^ the planning model, or by writing new 
desipis and adding them to tiie alternative possiblltles . As a last recourse, if 
no feasible plan is found, the decision-makers may consider a revision of pol- 
icies, that is, a lowering of e^ectations or a loosening of process requirements . 

m STEP, each economic saving is associated with an identifiable loss of 



effectiveness or quality. Thus, costs are related to outcomes, a relationship 
which does not occur in typical school budget evaluations , 

Generating Year 1 Budget 

Approval of the multi-year pUm, is, in effect, an approval of fee operating 
budget proposal for fee next year — even feough fee detailed budget has not yet 
been written. In strategic planning, fee decision point is moved back to the pre- 
preparation stage, and fee actual budget preparation flows almost automatically 
from fee approved plan. 
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In STEP, a plan is defined as the base case (or previous plan), plus some 
projects. Developing the operating budget, then, merely requires that the line- 
item version of tiie current year budget be modified by adding the line-item 
ejq.'! tures of ttie approved new projects for the first year of tiie plan (probably 
to be modified somev/hat as a result of salaiy agreements not yet resolved dur- 
ing the planning period) , 

It is imperative that all persons in a position to approve or reject title pro- 
posed operating budget have already seen and accepted the program-budget in 
the multi-year plan. 

Evaluation - Monitoring 

In addition to the district-wide assessment, the projects added onto the edu- 
cational programs are evaluated and monitored in some detail, to see that 
activities occur as planned, and whether ej^ected outcomes do occur. 

Project Control 

Projects are more easily managed and controlled then the general programs . 
Unlike the broad programs, projects are not guaranteed perpetual life In the 
district; they can be scrutinized, modified, or even eliminated much more 
easily than tiie basic programs . 

The purpose of project evaluation and monitoring is to assist the (hstrict in 
achieving its objectives, not merely to find fault. 

Changes in Management Control 

Over several years of planning, a larger and larger proportion of the ac- 
tivities of tiie district will be in tiiese carefully desipied and monitored projects, 
and, consequently, the management control of the district will be eiiuanced. 
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Projects generally have project directors, who, In turn, have management 
plans. Thus, tile successes and failures of the district can be more accurately 
associated witii specific staff members . This change will enhance the accou a 
blUty of TPS to tile com. ,imlty and enable the Board mid Executives of the 
schools to better evaluate tiiemselves and produce change and improvement. 

And, furtiier, the more projects are designed. Installed, monitored, and 
evaluated, the better the planners and project deslpi groups will become at 
devising and evaluating alternatives . 
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INTRODUCTION TO USER PROCEDURES 



INTRODUCTION TO USER PBOCEDURES 



INTRODUCTION 

At this point, we depart from the organization of the previous section - in 
which we considered each stage of tiie STEP planning process in sequence - and 
discuss some of the desi^ features of die system that cut across several of die 
stages. This section is intended to add furtiier clarification to the elements of 
the system, and to introduce some of the specific operations that will be 
performed by the users . The topics discussed below are : 

STEP Program Structure 

Program Descriptions 

Project Design 

Resource Forecasting 

Revenue Forecasting 

Volume II and III discuss two otiier elements in die system - goal -setting and 
enrollment forecasting. 

STEP Program Structure 

There are countless options for dividing a complex orgEunzation into its 
program structure. Among odiers, die Trenton Public Schools could organize 
its programs by type of funding used, geographical location of services pro- 
vided, type of manpower employed, and odiers . 
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After consultation with admlihstrators in the Trenton Public Schools, we 
have determined ttiat there is a need for much greater detail in the Instructional 
piograms of tiie district — those programs which have a direct impact on 
students - than in the supportive or enabling programs of the district. 

One way of thinking of the units in a program structure is in terms of cost 
_certers , +hose clusters of activity that consume the individual Investment pack- 
ages of the district's funds - each wife an anticipated retui’ij. Because most of 
the instructional programs of fee district are site-specific - feat is, the activi- 
ties go on mainly in one geographical area - we have fi’rther decided to partition 
the Instructional programs by location of school. 

In the proposed STEP program structure, the cost center is a cluster of 
students, receiving a relatively uniform package of instruction^ services, 
usueilly in a ^ven location. (Non— instructional programs are defined somewhat 
and will be discussed later.) Thus, fee objectives for a given pro- 
gram, or sub-program, are to effect changes in the clients of that program; fee 
evaluation of fee program, or sub-program, is concerned mainly wife fee degree 
of success in effecting fee desired changes. The most importar„ aspects of a 
program description are, first, a description of fee students in the program, 
and, second, a description of feat group's performance on the district's 
mdicators of Quality. 

histructional Program Structu re (Program Area I) 

There are seven basic instructional programs in fee dlstidct, differentiated 
by fee age and/or type of student they serve. These seven are.* 

1.1 Early Childhood Instruotion (Pre K-K) 

1.2 Primary Instruction (Grade 1-3) 
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1 . 3 Elementary Instruction 



(Grade 4-6) 



1,4 Intermediate Instruction 



(Grade 7-8) 



1 . 5 Secondary Instruction 



(Grade 9-12) 



1,6 Special Instruction 



(Handicapped Students, all grades) 



1.7 Continuing Instruction 



(Drop-outs, Graduates, Adults) 



An analysis of district costs and effectiveness at even this summary level 
will prove quite instructive. The cost/student in each of these programs is dif- 
ferent, as are the proportions of the district's total Instructional expenditures 
in each program,. Note, also, tiiat even at tills abstract level we can begin to 
see the e^^ected output of each program | that is, tlie geneiml objective for each 
of programs 1. 1-1.4 is to achieve a level of student competence tiiat means he 
is ready or prepared for the next higher level. The objectives for 1,5 - 
Secondary and 1.7 - Continuing, relate to the kind of person who will enter tiia 
commimity as a result jC public school services, especially with respect to his 
social and economic competence. Program 1,6 - Special, of course, is harder 
to define, and will no doubt change frequently witii the district’s (or tiie State’s) 
goals for education of the handicapped. 

Partitioning Instructional Programs 

The level of detail in tins instructional program structure, while it allows 
for Immediate improvement of tiie district's cost analysis, can be carried even 
further to improve planning and management. For that reason, each of the 
Instructional programs may be furtiier divided into its sites or schools. Note, 
however, that tins school-by-school division is intended to focus on clusters 
of student s who are taught together, rather than on the school itself as a cost 
center. Thus, at tiie sub-program level of detail for 1. 1-1.4, we have the fol- 
lowing sub-program division.* 
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1.1 Early Childhood Instruction 

1.1. X (Early Childhood at School/Site X) 

1 . 2 Primary Instruction 

1. 2. x (Prin a^ Instruction at School/Site X) 

1.3 Elementary histructlon 

1.3. X (Elementary Instruction at School/Slte X) 

1.4 Intermediate Instruction 

1. 4. x (Intermediate Instruction at School/Site X) 

This organization is not identical with the grade organization In all the schools . 
Most Elementary schools in the district consist of three sub-programs - an 
Early Childhood, Primary, and Elemental - and most Junior High Schools in 
the district consist of one sub-program - an hitermedlate, but these divisions 
are not perfect. This organization is proposed because the goal of stratepc 
cost-benefit analysis will be better served by treating sbidents as cost canters, 
rather than buildings, (It will be possible, of course, to reassemble the 
program -budget accounts to correspond to schools, if that is what is required 
for some pu^oses.) 

Anotiier peculiarity is that the number of clients in each sub-program grows 
larger as the grades get higher. This Imbalance is by design; tiie feeling among 
many TPS staJEE, and the general educational community, is that the consequences 
of early educational experiences are greater than tiiose of later educational ex- 
periences. Thus, it is felt that much closer analysis and planning is required 
at the earlier levels - as a means to achieving goals at the higher levels. 

(Many academic failures at tibe secondary level are related to deficiencies that 
shoidd have been overcome in primaxy grades.) 
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The product or ou^ut of levels 1, 1-1.4 are actually mterim products, nec- 
essary milestones on tiie path to the terminal educational objectives , For that 
reason, tiie partitioning of students at the seconda^ level follows a different 
pattern. (Technically, not all secondary students are located in one site, since 
majiy are, or will be, educated in coimty vocational programs.) For these 
reasons, we propose that program 1.5, Secondai^ histructloii, be fiirther 
divided in the following ways 

1.5 Secondary Instruction 

1.5.1 College Preparatory Program 

1.5.2 Voc ational-Technical Program 

1.5.3 Job Preparatory (Non Voc -Tech) Program 

1,5 4 General and Unclassified Students Program 

Note that, while each program is usually associated witii. a unique set of courses, 
tihs clustering is actually in teinns of terminal stude'it objeCw.ves; all students 
in Secondary Education can be classified as one of four types of students . 
(Because of technical problems, tiie STEP enrollment forecaster will only pre- 
dict Voc-Tech and Non-Voc-Tech students .) The course offerings and staff 
associated witii secondary education are means to achieving die ends envisioned 
by the programs. (Sub-program 1,5,4 is, of course, a catch-all program, and 
efforts should be made to keep it as small as possible ,) The managers of 
Secondary educatton may further divide these subprograms into subject-matters 
and courses, as may the managers of the earlier programs; these further 
classiflcations are of oidy limited uttllty in strategic planning, however. 

Program 1.6, Special Instruction, is partitioned as a function of the special 
handicaps of die students, tiien as a function of site /location. The proposed 
structure is. 
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1.6 Special Instruction 

1.6.1 Handicap Type (Educable, Trainable, etc,) 

I,6,1,X Handicap Type, at School/Site X 

Program 1.7, Continuing Histruction, is also partitioned by student goals. 
Its sub-programs arei 

1 . 7 Continuing Ins traction 

1.7.1 Adult Basic Education 

1.7.2 G.E.D. 

1.7.3 General Continuing Mstruction 
Instruottonal Sub-Program Elements 

Each sub-program can, of course, be furtiier partitioned indefinitely. The 
level of detail presented so far may be the final level in tiie actual system , 
However, if it proves administratively feasible, it will be possible to furtiier 
analyze each sub-program into elements . Each instructional sub-program c.an 
be partitioned intoi 

- Instruction and teaching 

- facilities, equipment, materials 

- guidance and pupil services 
food services 
transportation services 
administration mid supervision 

Whetiier it is wortii the additional effort required to achieve tills level of detail, 
will be determined later. 
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' ae current budget format Includes only die broad functional areas and the 
objects of expenditure I for this reason, there is a need for exhaustive detail in 
reporting the preoise objects of expenditure . In program-budgeting, however, 
the program structure and program partitions are much more informative and 
relevant for decision-malang purposes tiian the detailed objects of eiqjenditure , 
For that reason, in tiie proposed program-budget format, very little detail on 
objects of expenditure is reported, namely i 

Salaries 

Direct Professional Salaiies 
Direct Non-Professional Salaries 
Indirect Professional Salaries and Benefits 
todlrect Non-Professional Salaries and Benefits 
httdirect Professional Salaries mid Benefits 
Indirect Non-Professional Salaries and Benefits 
Non-Salary Costs 

Direct Equipment, Materials and Facilities 
Indirect (Pro-Rated) Equipment, Materials, and Facilities 
Capital Construction Costs fflebt Service) 

Direct 
Pro-Rated 



(deluding Benefits) 
(Including Benefits) 
(Accoimtable Overhead) 
(Accountable Overhead) 
(Pro-rated Overhead) 
(Pro-rated Over* md) 
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Contracted Services 
Direct 

Indirect (Pro-Rated) 

Total (^1 costs) 

As we will show laterj for certain decision-making purposes ^ only - 
S^aiy 
Non-Salary 
Capita 

Contracted Services 
Total 

will be presented* Again* the level of detail will be constrained by the amount 
of effort required. 

To clarify some of the cost descriptors : 

1 , Direct eJ^erditures are tiiose costs which produce direct service to 
students - ttose people and tilings tiiat are utilized in direct service to 
the clients . 

2 i Indirect accountable overhead refers to tiiose supervisory’^ and support 
costs which are consumed entirely by a program or sub-program , 

3 , Indirect pro-rated costs are those supervisory and supportive ex- 
penditures tiiat are scattered am.ong several programs or sub-programs , 
and assipied to them according to pro-rating fractions or percentages , 

To illustrate, a vocational teacher is a direct cost. The Supervisor of Voca- 
tional Education is an indirect cost, directly accountable to tiie Vocational 
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sub-program. A coimselor who divides his services among botii Vocational and 
Non-Vocational students, however, is a cost that must be pro-rated, according 
to the fraction of his time spent in each group. 

Note also that reports of salaries include the benents now camoflagued in 
the 800 - Fixed Charges accoimt. The separation of salary and benefit costs 
may serve certain administrative needs, but it obstructs die process of evalu- 
ating cost-effectiveness and planning for improvement. 

Support Program Area (Area II) 

Unlike many educational program accounting systems, the STEP program 
analysis endeavors to allocate aa much of tiie Indirect and central office ex- 
penditures of die district to Instruction^ programs as possible. Nevertheless., 
many of TPS' expenditures are committed to support activities, programs diat 
enable die district to achieve its Instructional goals and sattsfy its leg; J obli- 
gations to Trenton, The State, and die U.S. Office of Educa^-'on. It is difficult, 
in most cases, to specify the ou^ut of these supportive services, but it Is clear 
diac when they are inadequately financed or operated, die district will be imable 
to meet its direct objectives and satisfy its legal requirements . Widiout as 
much detail as in the Instructional Program Area, the following pro^am struc- 
ture is proposed: 

Support Programs (Area II) 

n.l Executive -Policy Program (Superintendent and Board of Education) 

n.2 Central Public fiiformation and Community Affairs 

11,3 Centra Curriculum Researoh and Development 

n.4 Central Planning and Budget Development 

11,6 Central Curriculum Supervision and Support 
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n.6 Central Pupil Perso nn el Services 

11. 7 Central Health-Dental-Child Sfaidy Services 

11.8 Financial-Legal Services 

11.9 Personnel-Payroll Services 
n.lO Central Food Services 

11.11 Central Transportation Services 

11.12 Central Facilities-Maintenance-Operations 

11.13 Centra Capital Projects 

Note that In several support programs j the word "central" imderscores our in- 
tention to charge as many district expenditures as possible to instructtoL : pro- 
grams; those tiiat remain, and cannot be realistically pro-rated, will be charged 
to support programs, (Thus, a custodial employee, permanently assigned to a 
given school, will be pro-rated across tiie instructional sub-progcams in that 
school, not charged to program n.l2. Similarly, a principal who spends a 
tenth of his time on a central office curriculum development project, will have a 
tenth of his costs charged to 11,3,) 

The object-of-e:cpenditure breakdown for support programs will also be 
less detailed, including onlyi 

Professional Salaries (and Benefits) 

Non-Profeislonal Salaries (and Benefits) 

Non-Sala^ Costs 

Contracted Services 

Capital Outlay 
Total Expenditures 
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PROGRAM (SUB-PROGRAM) DESCRIPTIONS 



Instruotional programs will be easier to describe - and more important 
for planning - tiian support programs. For that reason, two different kinds of 
program descriptions will be employed. 

tostructional Program (or ^ub-Program) Descriptions 

Each instructional program description will contain the following classes of 
data: 

a. Program Area, Program Name, and Code, 

b. Brief narrattve description of program aims and activities. 

c. Number of students affected (by Belmont student type). 

d. Staff, by type and number. 

e. Current year approved expenditures by object classification (see 
previous section) , 

f. Expenditure /student, weighted (Bateman) and non-weighted 

g. Revenue Sources - Federal, State, Local, Categorical and Non- 
Cate g.-^rical, 

h. Performance on District’s hidlcators of Quality for current and past 
year. 

i„ Cost-analyzer variables (see Resource Estimation, in &is volume). 

Support Pro gram Descriptions 

Each support program description will include: 

a. Program Name, Code 

b. Brief narrative description of activities and alms 
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c. staff /type 

d. E^enditures by object-class 

e. Revenue sources 

f. Performance Indicators - If appropriate 

g. Cost-analyzer variables - if appropriate 

PROJECT DESIGN 

When TPS wishes to change its plan - that is, approve som thing otiier 
tiian tile ’base case, " it specifies the desired performance changes (chani’es in 
levels on tiie Indicators) it wishes to accomplish, and initiates a project design 
phase , 

Any substantial change in an existing program or project must be presented 
in a project design. The project desi^ is a proposal, an idea developed for the 
Poltcy-MaJkers, which may or may not be approved. In asslpiing project design 
writing responsibilities the Policy-Makers may use any of the procedures now 
used for 'letting out" bids for contracted services; there may be a general an- 
nouncement, a selective announcement, or even a "sole source" request for 
proposal. The Policy-Makers may specify the group of students to be affected, 
or merely characterize the goal and let all groups "vie" for approval. 

Any person or group proposing an Innovation to tiie district presents a 
project desi^ proposal , The proposal contains ? 

a. Those programs and sub-programs affected by the project, 

b. The activities in tiie project, 

c . The expected effects of tiie project on the hidicators . 



1-42 



Government Studies and ^sterns. Report 586-1 



d, A detailed analysis of the five-year costs of the project, broken down by 
the staff numbers and types needed, and otiiier costs , 

e. A defense or rationale citing reasons for believing the project will have 
the intended effects . 

These proposals ai'e submitted to a Review Group, 3 or 4 ed:acailonal profes- 
sionals who determine i 

a. Whetiier they are complete. 

b. Whether cost and effect forecasts are competent, 

0 , Whether the rationale is adequate. 

The Review Group do not accept or reject project dt sipi proposals , They 
decide whether the data Included is comp- ate and reasonable and whetiier the 
proposal does not violate any federal, local, or state lawi they have the option to 
revise the proposals, or send them back to the authors for revision. 

The project deslgii activity resembles, somewhat. New Jersey’s Teacher 
Innovation Program ('knini-grant”) proposal procedure, except tiiat the scale of 
the projects can be much larger and tiie economic analysis is multi-year i, 

Note that there are "negative projects, " that is, proposals to terminate 
activities and lower costs. A proposal to "cut" some of the school's program 
should be based on tiie same kind of analysis as a proposal to add sometiiing. 

Thus, no person can propose a cost reduction without building a plausible case 
for showing tiiat it will have a positive, or at least non-negative, effect on tiie 
district’s goals and objectives . 

No project design, of course, may require tiie violation of any law, or the 
breach of any existing contractu^ obligations. Thus, the design activity will often 
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show the TPS what laws aiid contracts are most dysfunctional j and suggest 
lepslative proposals as well. 

Just as the district's goals and objectives reflect commimity sentiment, the 
project deEign teams should also Include community representation. Community 
participants must understand, however, that not all proposals will be accepted. 

RESOURCE FORECASTING 

Among the more important activities in Year 2 will be completion of 
STEP’S Resource Forecaster Component, 

The estimation of resource requirements - the m^power, equipment, and 
other needs - of a program or sub-program cmi be achieved by a detailed anal- 
ysis of all the costs tiiat will be incurred. To a large extent cost-estimating 
in the project design proposals is done tiiis way. For larger iinits, however, 
such as instructional programs and sub-programs, it is more efficient to project 
costs witii a computational model, a cost-analyzer. The rationale for this ap- 
proach Is that each program contains cost-consuming elements, and that tiiese 
dements can be characterized as a set of relationships or ratios . In forecasting 
the resources required in an Elementary sub-progi’am, for instance, it is 
enough to taiow the ratios of direct s^a^ and non-sala]^ e3q)enditures to students, 
and tile ratio of Indireot-to-direct e^endltures • These ratios can tiien be 
mampulated to show tiie effects of Inflation and changing enrollments , The 
”base case" forecast of costs is produced essentially In this way. 

These cost-analyzer ratios are usually the consequence of district policies - 
such as class size and salary agreements - and empirically determined factors, 
such as "teacher turnover" rates in tiie programs . te developing alternatives 
to the base case, the users may experiment with changing those policies, such 
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as causing the class size to change, or they may desigm specific projects that 
will change the ratios . 

The resources required to support a given plan ai’e determined, therefore, 
in one of two ways: 

a, by changing the ratios assumed in the Ijase case, or 

b, by adding' specific resource requirement estimates to those projected 
in the base case , 

Both methods will be employed in STEP plamiing. The appi'oprlate data on the 
cost-analyzer vaiiables will be included in the program descriptions, 

BEVENUE FORECASTING 

A peculiar problem in estimating revenues in STEP is caused by a new state 
subsidy program (the so-called Bateman program) . Historical data on sources 
of revenue, therefore, is unreliable in forecasting future state aid. (This 
problem is compounded by imcertalnttes about the level of fimding for the pro- 
gram that the Legislature will approve.) 

Revenue forecasting in STEP will be used to match a given proposed plan 
to the revenues ttiat will probably be available to support it. Each alte7,-native 
plan will assume that all revenues other than locally produced money are pre- 
determined, and the gap between cost and revenue will be presented as the local 
tax rate Increase needed to support the plan. 

An added advantage of STEP is tiiat it will allow tiie district to forecast its 
state aid and local liability as a flmction of va^ting assumptions about its clas- 
sification in Bateman classification scheme. Thus, for example, tiie system 
will calculate tiie differing revenue consequences associated with being eltiier 
"Basic'’ or "Limit<,d" in Year 3 of tiie plan. 
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F68,sibility s in STEP) is e mensurs of 11i6 distanco botwoon the oxpoctGd 



cost of a plan and tlie expected revenues . 



In the eveiit that expected revenue^! 



are not enough to support even the 'base case "plan, die system, unfortunate! 
may need to decide what and where to o^, with the smallest effect on the 
district's objectives , 



ADMINISTRATION OF T HE SYSTEM 

STEP will not require a major re-organization of die district’s adminis- 
trative structure. It is appropriate, however, to point out some of the respon- 
sibilities tiiat will be associated with strategic planning and recommend the 
assignment of diese responsibilities to individuals and groups . 

Responsibilities and Accountable Persons or Gr oups 

1 • Overall PPB supervision; The annual planning cycle will need close 
supervision and coordination by a Director of Planningi administrative 
responsibilities alone will require at least one-half a man-yea.r. 

Data Management and Processing; The substantial quantities of data 
and statistics, botii educational and financial, will require die services 

of a Data Coordinator, probably assisted by 1 or 2 non-professional data 
gadierers . 

3 • Testing and Data Generation; The system will require that existing 
testing and evaluation activities be reorganized into a single program, 
under the direction of a speci^lst in tests, measures, mid statistics ,• 
the annual community survey will also be under Ms direction. 

4* Project Design Review Grou p; Three or four high level educators in the 
distriot will need to allocate about two weeks of tiieir time to reviewing 
project design proposals . 
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5. Policy Determination: Policy decisions will, of course, be made by 
the Board of Education and Superintendenf ^ 

6 . Program Management; In order that the district’s plans may be imple 
mented, each program and sub-program In the program structure will 
I'equire a director or supervisor. This assipiment will probably be 
allocated to existing staff, but may require the elevation of several 
teachers to a kind of ’’chairmen’s'' status in their sub-programs. In 
addition to supervising the program, the director will be responsible 
for collecting and transmitting program data to ttie Data Coordinator . 

More detailed personnel assl^ments will be developed In Year 2. These 
Initial proposals are Intended to suggest future directions , It is quite possible 
tiiat these psslgnments can be fulfilled by chanpng die duties of existing staff 
members , 
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